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collocation s~ to permit. among other thinp. canneetion of the canocatOr's
telecommunications equipment to the Company's equipment. It maintains that such
costa .... not inctuaect • part of FeS Means calculations of the cost of constructing
single-tenant central offices.

Thent .... adQitlaMt incremental casts .lOCiated with a multiple-tenant central
office facitity that ... not incuned in a Ii".....".nt central office. Th. diff....nces
betwMtI I linat....t."ant and multipte.t....-nt environment inctude the MHO for regullf
and emergency ingr........ for .econdary tenants. tne need to secure areal to
which collocators do not have -=-", and the need for a proper yentilation
environment for each collocation 'PRe d.signed to IICCOmmodate tne particular
collocato"'s equipment.

Finally, the COlO charge also covers the cost of such items as engineering.
mechanical and electrical wane specific to accommodating the collocatOt's particular
telKOmn'lUnic:ationa equipment in Ita tranlmiuion noae. inctuding lignting in the
specific collocation ....a, dedicated poww ....,tlldU. Itdditionaf fire at.m coverage if
required, and construction of a security sep8nltion betwtten the cotlocation sPKe and
Ameritech equipment. The Company .AartI that it is entitled to recoup the.
additional costs.

Arneritech Illinois .tructured it COlO charge on a non-racurring basis, in light of
the fact that each n8W collocator has unique .....pment and spacing requirwments Md
that COBO work is performed with thoM unique n_ds in mind. In addition, since t".,.
is no guarantee that vacated space will btl occupied immediately by • new cotlocator.
the Comp.ny claims that it is appropriate for it to recover all of its casts up-front.

Ameritech illinois cho.. the costs .Iaociated with the 75th percentile of reported
ftg.ures because, in comparison to central offices de.cribed by RS Mean., Amertteen
says it build. hiQh quality faciliti.s. It also contends that the 75th percentile costs more
appropriately reflect all of the coats a.sociated with the conatruction of central offices,
inclUding site work, equipment. and architect and enginHring f.... Prajects
aSlociated with the 25th and 50th percentile do not include all of these costs for wnich
it should be compensated.

In Company witness Quick's rebuttal testimony, he stated that

"According to the 1995 version of RS Means Building Construction Cost Data.
the 75th percentile floor area construction costs per sq. ft. for telephone exchange is
S167. . . . Thua, the total investment cost for 100 sq. ft. of net usable space would be
S167/sq. ft. tim•• 200 sq. ft., or $33,400."

The third etement of the proposed collocation charges is the transmia.ion node
e"dosure charge. This charge include. not onty the incremental costs of buildl", the
actual collocation cage, but also maintenance, taxes and other recurring cost.
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aaociatttd with the tr'8rWftiaian ". -.ct...".. it..... TheIe COIIt... incorpcnted
into • ane-time ena... ., aceomrnodatior' to =.i""'" (..... tMn being chlrged
on I recurring bali.). Arn.-itec:h Illinois Sayl it il wilting to acnpt the risk that it might
s..",.. • IOSI on customers who collocat. physically for more thl" the leven-ya.r
period on which tM e:twge is baHcl.

AT&T and Mel

AT&T and Mel claim that Amerttech'l collocation prieM .... not forward-looking
because they .... b••ed on its cu"..nt office cIeIMoyment - ""Ita-tenant cannl offlces.
It is more likely, that Amerltech has purposely avoided c:onsidering a hypothetic.t multi·
tenant office becauM such a forward-looking perspective would result in lower costs
and lower prices. They canclude that itl cot'toc:atiOf' pricel .,.. based upon embedded
pl."t and must be rejected al not fOrwIIr'a-looking.

MC~ stated that the physical cottoc:etion ctwgeI C*mOt poaibty ~ supported
by TElRIC da. The Company stated that ........... in IlIInoil simply il not priced so
that a Ipace the size of an av.age watk-'n ClOHt would rent for 1113.11 per mon"".
This charga il onty far the ren.. of the floor 11'-- 8M does not cover the one-time
COMtrudion ch...... Mel maintains tNIt Arneritach ia praposing to cr..,.. MW
entrants prices that would make a At.' estate agent in MMhattan envious. (MCI exhibit
2.0 at 50).

As to the floor SPKe t;harge, AT.T and Mel not. that it il baaed upon 1C-year.
old building COlt data. AI Ex. 9.0, at 1.. They .'80 took i..... with it. practice of
grossing up the floor $p.ce by ch.rging • price for 200 square fNt of floor feet wn.n
only a 100 square fMt of space is being providtMS to the cdloc:8tOr. Mel arguel lhat
Ameritech'l realoning for "doubling" the amount of floor lpace from 100 to 200 squara
f..t is inlfSpropriate. Or. Ankum stated that "All the modification. that Ameritec:t'l lists
·ar. alraaa)' inclUded in the 1'67 per square foot cost identified by RS Means". Dr.
Ankum further stated that the S167 identlfi'el the totaUty of all celts for a square foot at
central office space, and there is simply no need to ...-en for any additional costs
where it coneerns the square t..t occupied by coltocators. AT&T and Mel argue th.t
Amerited'\ performed no study to suppon its grossing-up pradice, and contend that its
pradice of doubling floor space does not account for the sharing of common space
between the catlocator and Ameriteeh or the collocator and other caUocators. They
also contend t"_ colloc:ators will not have access to most of the space that is added as
part af the gro.s-up, and cite as example, storage space and employee fllcitities.

AT&T and MCI also disputed the Company's conclusion that the high quality
mat.rials and eonstrudion methods it used to build itl central officu support its
selection of the 75th percentile ~. the highest COlt percentile - and applyinQ it to
building constNdion cost data. They argue that, other tnan the bald assertions of its
collocation Witness Mr. Quick, Amentech Illinois has put forth no support for this claim.
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Thull they conctude .,. Ameritec:h hu provided no I'8UOI'! far the CornmisaiOn to
belittvtl tn. ita C8"t,., om.. a,. constructed at I level t:1f quatity MY dH'fwent than any
other ..IOC's cennl offtca.

AT&T and MCI jointly recommend that Amemech Illinois' CO ftoar splICe charge
t. based on 100 squ.re ,_t of space, and not 200; (II) that",. CO floor space cNrge
reflect Medium Cost Central OfPices; and (iii) that the monU1ly CO space charge be
recalculated based on the annual cnarge factors support" in Che testimony of MCI
witness Star1(ey, (Mel Ex. 3.0P. at Hi). Mr. Swrkey proposed price ceilings for .U the
physical collocetion elements. His proposal..... inc:!uded in Mel Ex. 3.0P I Attachment
MS (Revised). .

As to the COlO enarge. Or. Ankum observed tnllt an the modifications that
Ameriteen recovers by this charge already are inctucted in tne per ~e foot
investment calt identified by the Means Guides. (Me. ex. 2.0P at 53-51). Thus, they
cantend that the COBO en.rge is superfluous and that the Commission should
eliminate 'it entirety. They atso maintain that the COlO cIw'ge is baMd on bac:kward­
looking data because the starting point for the COlO ctwp il CUtTent si,.....".,t
Cllntral office. They contend that the floor space ch..... should be besect on the
medium COlt (50th percentile) figures in , ..Ii. C52!'!ItI'ut;1jP Cut QIlI. They • ...,
that Ameritech h. not provided evidenCe to aupport. itl ctairn ttl. ftl central otracea are
of a higher quality than ottler RIOC's and that the Cammislian ther.re hal no _il
for utiliZIng the nig"'r cost figures. In addition, AT&T .nd MCI contend that the costs
nec:eslary to ",.. coUocation saf., secure and usabl. (e.g, inst.lll1tion of'MIUs and
doors, locks and keys, additional h••ting and vantlilition, etc.) .re all included in the
per square foot investr'nttnt cost identified in~OI Carustipn Costs 0ltl. Finetty.
they propose that if the CommiSSion orders a COlO charge, the Commission should
structure the ch.rge of a recurring basi., rather than as an up-front one-time charge.
They m.intain that • recurring ~arge more appropriately would r.ned the use that a
collocator receives from collocation space. A non-racurring charge would cause
Ameriteen to .am a windf.1I if a collocator vacates its space e.rty, since ccUac:ation
space can be used by other new entrants or by tne Company once it is vacated. (MCI
ex. 2.2P at 31).

As to Amenteen Illinois' transmission node enelolur. charge, AT&T and Mel
urge that it should be reconstructed. They note that the Company's method of
calculating a Net Present Value rNPV") for the transmission node enclosure is a
mathematical impossibility: the inItial Investment is first identified and then an NPV
calculation is done that results In a figure higher than the initial investment. MCI
witness Starkey converted Ameritech's proposed transmission node enclosure charge
Into a more r••sonable forward-looking recurring charge. (Mel Ex. 3.0P at '6).

Mor. generalty. AT&T and Mel also note that Amentech'. proposed enarges
inappropriately include labor time estimates related to space reservations, ordering,
and cancellation charges. Dr. Ankum recommended that space reservation and
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serviee-ordlri,. caww- be ba.-d on one now of .... tiM MIChl which is
conservllti.y hi'" linea only the labor ti",. involving ., Ameritech representative
being cantected should be included. (Mel ex. 2.OP at 81.>. Cona~ with ~.t
recommendation, Mr. Sterkey recatcullted the .... r..-vation and I8Mce-orcMnng
cnarves to arrive •• more ,..Ionable estimate of the forwerd-lookinG cost r.'ated to
th... tHkS. (Mel Ex. 3.OP, Schedule MS·! at 2).

Position of Staff

Staff c:onduded that Ameritech'S cottoc:atiOf" coats .... excessive. Staff noted
that the proposed monthly rental ch*'ge is equal to over 110 per aqua,.. foot per year
for the '00 .... feet of central atfa space. This compar. to • maximum rate of
520 per SQUare foot that the Stat. of minois pays for prime office •.,.. in the Chic.go
loop. (Staff Ex. 5.01 at 2-3). Staff also pointed out that the COBO char.. II equal to
S259.30 per IqUIIf'8 foot for the~ing of 100 Iq\Ma feet. 5t." conduded that it
is '8.1 expensive to buHd a hospital than to ramodel a central office for c:ottDcltion
ac:cording to Ameritech. (Jsa" at 4·5).

Stelf atao took issue with Arneritech whu Quictc". det8rminatian of CJI'OU
square footage and hil condusion that 200 .... feet of space is required to
provision 100 sqware foOt of collocation space. (Staff ex. 1.02 at 1-1). Std.... that
Ameritech is entitled to be compen.... for (1) tN additional lpace within the cenlral
office equipment room, including hallways and corridors. necesury to provide. 100
square foot coUoc:ation node anet (2) the costs of proViding the support space uHd to
provide such functions a. hMtingl air conditioning, power and other mechan;cal
functions. Stllff witne.. o.,,*,,", testified tt'\at, baHct on his experience, ." additional
square footage may be required for support spaces wnieh Is equal to 25%. Therefore,
Staff determined that an amount 8QUII1 to 133.33 gros. square feet may be appropriate
to support 100 net square feel (Staff Ex. 1.02 at 1-9). Mr. Gaparin opined that a
gross-up of the net square foot figure is an appropri_ method to recover these costs.

Staff proposed that the COlO charge 1~ld not eKcaed 117,300 for 100 squ.re
feet of space, baed on the RS Metans data. plus an allocation of shared and common
costs and the residual. (Staff Initial Brief at '42). St'" further proposed tnat the
annual squa,.. focQge charge for rent should not exceed S20 p« squa,.. foot, plu.
shared and common costs and the r••idual. Also, those charges 'hould be reduced as
appropriate based on the location in the state.

Commission Analysis and Conclusion

The Commi.sion c:oncludes that the overaJl methodology utilized by Ameritech
Illinois to calculate its collocation prices is r.alOn.b.. and consistent with the TElRIC
m.thodoloQ~set forth in the FCC Order. Although Ameritech Illinois necessarily b_s
its cost on its experiences with sinale tenant central offices .nd then refteds the
additional costs associated with providing collocation to a third party in itl propo.ed
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COlO lind .,..... c:awg.a. thi. rat. dMien il ,...,... .. refIec:;ts the best
pr•••ntty-.v...... -WOJurNltion of the total forw8nf.....ing costa tn. Ameritech
Illinois woutd incUr If it built a multi...,.,t central C'ffice toRy with space at....dy
included and reedy for 0CCI1PI"cY by particul. cottee.tarl.

In determining itl r.cumn, float speca charge, Arneritech minois r..ied on per
squ.... foot cests for ClIntral offtce c:anstruetlOft reported in IwilfinA CpnayctjAn t;pttama. IItS Me.ns iwiliino C~ltrUCtion COIt..Qll! utilize, present coat information to
e.timate the squara foot ca.t of building a tefephone axchanga in the currant yaar. It
a,tlmate, ca.ts baNd on lIduat reported coats incurred by cantr.den that have built
telephone axcha".. during the put 10 yews. RS Me.,s th., adjust, tne. figures
annuelly utiliZing CUfTer't cost infat'rMtiOn whefe .'caDI•. AT&T~ Mel's ultimate
racommendation ., baRd upon reliance on IwMiW QaaltrucMcn Colt QllI, wt'tic:h is
what Ameritech Illinois hM utilized. Starr hU not~ to its UN. Moreovar, based
on the evidera pre....... the Commission fincts thIIl IMiNn konttrycttgn ((Alt DMI
provides a proper b81i, for approximating the per .... foot cost of provic:ting floor
spaca in a singla-tenant centr.1 office.

AT&T Md Mcr, prapoaal to compIetaly disallow the groas-up is not supported
by tha record. By aliminating the gros.-up f.aor, they propota to prevent Arneritacn
Illinois from rllCOvWing • tub,tantla' portion of the fo~aakitt;=sts thM it incurs.
The AT&T/MCI proposal wouJd unctere:ompen-. Amneen lIIinoi. and cause it to
subsidize tM local service offerings of itl competitors.

The u.e of a gross floor area figura, rather than a net usable floor ar.. figure, is
re.sonable and consi.tent with industry practices. Indeed, the data supplied in RS
Means pUblication catcul••s CO"s based on 9tIIl squ.,. feat of building ara•.
However, RS Me.". UYI nothing about the amount of gross space nacessary to
support dedication of • CIS SPIICa of 100 sq~a feet to a coltocator. Because the
space that Ameriteen lIIinofs is pricin; is a collocation node that is 100 !!I1square feet
in size, the only way to utilize the RS Means' data is to determine the carresponding
gross square foot space requirad to tumisn ,00!1l1 square f..t of collocation space.

The other objections of AT&T, Mel and St8ff are without merit. Ament.ch
lItinois' calculation, .. basad on experience within the telecommunic:etions industry
and are consistent with prevailing re.l estate standards. Staff's proposed gross-up is
Inadequate and not supported by the evidentiary record. Moraover, AT&T and Mel's
argument WIth raspact to aceesl to support space is inccrreet. The type of support
space th.t forms the b.sis of Ameritech Illinois' gross-up is space to which conoeaters
will have access or which suppon functions necessary for provisioning of collocation
space I and collocators benefit from those items. They are all integral components of •
cantral office, such a, accass halls, service equip"'ent rooms, HVAC rooms, stairs,
elevators etc. Finally, based on the evidenee provided by Ameriteen Illinois, the
Commission finds that Ameritach Illinois' has appropriately taken into account any
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IhInd accna by~ ..~tor•. we conclude tNt AmerItec:h U.inoia' propo..' to
greu up tlW ftOot I.,.. by 100 square fHt to account for common and sul'lltOrt ....as
is re••one••.

Nut.. tum to Ameriteeh IItlnois' ctaim that itl U•• of high ~uaUty ~.ri.'~a~

ccnstrudion methods justify pric:ing floor space baled upon the 75 ~nt.1e which IS

the nigne.t cost percenti" in the ~n. Building Construction Cost Oat. guide. W.
conclude that t.... il ." in.ufficient b.sis for this aspect of Amertteen Illinois' cost
calculation. Ameriteetl Illinois' sol. suppott for thia claim ia the opinion of ita witness.
Mr. Quick. (AI RttbUtt81 Ex. " p. , .). There is no reaeon to believe tnllt Ameritec:h
Illinois' e:-mral office. are constructed at a level of QWlUly any different than any oth.r
RlOC's central otftces. The Commission agnNs with Staff, which c::onctuded:
"Retiabl. industry estimates of the COlt of constructing a new C.O. indicate that this
.stimate is high.· (Staff Ex. 8.01, p. 2). When questionacs during hearing, Mr. Quick
acknowfedged "e h8d no but. for comparing the conatruc:tion quality of Amwitacn
central atrlce. to that of other RIOC centnll affIces and, th4nfcn, could not conclude
that such officel were construdad in a lower quality m.",., to that of Ameritec:h. (Tr.
1573, 1SII). 'T'huI, neiItWr Mr. Quick nor AmlIritech Me ,.,.. My showtnI that
Ametitec:h'. central oftIces may properly De terI'ftad hilt' caet. W. witl ..-.uira a
re~culation of the COItI based on·tha mara reasonable assumption of the rnecIen
squ.... foot charges published by Means.

The Commission rejects SUifrs proposal that the floor ,pta ctwge be capped
at 520 per square foot per ye., based on the rent that tne State of Illinois payl for
commercia' office space in Chicago. Aa Ameritech lIIinoia hal demonstrated,
commercial office spac:8 is substantially different and I... expansive than
telecommunications equipment space.

The inte",enors' and Staff's objedions to the COBO charge are generally
WIthout merit. As we stated earlier in this decision, the general thrH-part mathodafogy
adopted by Ameritech Illinois is r.alOnable. Therefore, it is appropriate that Amaritech
Illinois recover a separate COSO charge. AT&T and Mel', suggestion that the type of
costs beil'\g recovered through the COBO charge have .Iready been recov.r~

elsewhere is incorrect. AI Am.ritach Illinois demortstrated, the costs associated with
the COBO charge are thOle incurred by Ameriteeh lIIinoil to accommodate the
collocating customer within its central offices. These costs are in addition to and
distinct from the COlts of building the central office itself.

Although Staff recognizes that a sep••te COlO ch.-ge is proper, it also
objected to the amount of the charge. Staffs comparison of the COBO charge to RS
Means data relating to central office constrUction and nospilla' canltruc:tion is
misplaced. Ameriteen l\linei. did not use Buildina Construction Ca," QItI in
calculating its COSO charge because RS Means does net provide costing information
for multiple-tenant central offices with collocation space. The modifications to a central
office necassary to accommodate mUltIple tenants are distind costs to Amenteen
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lIIinoi.. Neither AT&T.,. Mel not swr hal ."...,... My eviGenca to nIOUt the data
utilized to Clllculate the COlO charge. MoreoYw, the ComtniUion ntjKt. Staff's
proposal, that the COlO charg. be capped at S17,3OO, al unsupported by the rac:ord.

AT&T and Mel alao objeCt to the COlO ch8rge bei". non-recumng. 'Thi,
objection il baNd on a fundamental misconception that. subsequent collocator will
be .,. to U18 a vac:atlld collocation spce 'without any additional work being performed
on the s~aee. That is simply not tne ca•. eactt coIloeator nas unique equipment Ina
spacing requiramentl and the COlO work that ,s J*fotrned is tailored to tho•• nMdI.
Moreov•. th•• is no guarant.. that I vae:atad spec:e will be immediat.'y occupied bV
a new calioeatOf'. Amerttectl ItIlnoi' is not required to I••pace .it ietty by if th.. is no
demand for collocation .... In such a caM, the space may be racorwerted for
anether ule. To -=cat" AT&T and MCt', proposal that the up-front COBO costs be
recovenld over time would mean that Arneritech IIlinoia would not be able to r8COYer its
fun cests if I coltocMor' vacatiG italpace too .oon.

With respect to the tr.,amiuion nadft ancIo...., the Commission fincts that the
calculation wa. computed property. Mr. Palmer explained thet it includec:l a. a
convenience to custamers C8f'tain recurring costs allacillted with the enclosure it.lf.
We also consider it appropriate to c:n.ga on • non-recurring belil. 'Nhila other
recovery methods for thes. costs, such as cottecting recurring costs on • rnotllhly
basis, might be reasonabl. in concept, Amarftech IIUncis' proposed c:hwge reftects the
most convenient recovery method basad on the record in this proceeding and is
approved.

The Commission .Iso finds tnat Ameritech Iflinois' charges for space reservation
and ordering are reasonable and supported bV the racord. AT&T and Mel have off.red
little more than conclusory statements that these charges are excessive.

M. Powe, Consumption Charge

Ameritach Illinois impose. a power consumption charge to cover costs that the
electric utility imposes, as well .1 necesSlry items such 8. back-up batteri•• and
generators. and th. incremental cost for ventilation. It submitted testimony and dat.
which it claims suppan thele figyres.

CCI objects to Amerit.ch Illinois' power consumption charge, claiming that it has
net supported its proposed rates, eel claims that its rate is unreason.,I•. According to
eel witness Penc:a, CCI wal being d"largad 12.00 per line, pw month for power
consumption in the collocation space. (CCI Ex. 1 at 7). Mr. Pence further stated that
the $2.00 cnarge is a calculation and believed that the rate wa. actually $7.99 par fuse
amp.

Mr. Pence stated:
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'What I did to CIIIIuI.. this i. I went bIICk Ind acw.f1y putted • DiU from
Ameriteen and tftat biU·.... dGwn eac:h piece part ch.", and included in u.. was
for a dititalloop carrier, was 180 timel the 17.91. And myun~ tram t81kin9
with Ameritech that '10 il the rating, the fuse amp ratino on tn. equ;pment th.t
amount. to, I don't ha.,. a calCUlator ner. in front of me. but the! digital loop carrier
equipment nandl•• 6721fnes.

So, if I tllke the 110 timet the 17.99 and divide that by 672. you Idually get
$2. , 5 or 12.'., or something 'ike thal" (Tr. '537.' 531).

During crO.1 uamin.ton 01 Ameritech witness Quick rwgarding the power
consumption chargel that were identified and addreued by Mr. Pence, Mr. Quick
stated that he wa. un..... of the poawr ~sumptionchar;.. (Tr. 1618).

'n respons. to the power consumption charges, Am.rtt~ wim... Palmer
ju.tifrad the en...... by ....ninI that the ch..... not only inclua. power
consumption, but al.o inducIM the cost of generators. rectifiers, betterlea and .ir
conaitionirtSl. He further ....iN that, in C8tculating the per line charges, CCllhould
divide tne total power COltl by the total circuit capacity available rather than dividing
only by the number of cin:uitl croaa-eonnected. (AI Ex. 3.1 at 31-39). Mr. Qua aItIO
discuss•• the charge. for rnechaftical, electrical and air conditioning, but relMed thata
charges to tM COBO ch8rge and not the power consumption charge•. (AI Ex. 1.0 at
17 &23).

Staff pointed out that pursuant to Ameritech'. power consumption chargel, a
new LEe coutd be charged ..-0.00 per square foot per ya" for power. (Staff Ex. 6.02
at 10). Staff suggested that the power consumption chargel should be based on uuge
and not perooCircuit capacity of the equipment 1000ted in the cage. (Tr. 2111).
Regarding the power consumption charges, Staff proposed that Ameritect1 should be
directed to recalculate tho.. charges and either provide a cost on • per-unit ~Sil,

which is measured for the power consumed. or reduce tha charge to • square foot
basis, which dosely mirrors its actual charg... usn.
Commission Analysi. and Conclusion

'Ne CIIf'ICkJde trIM· Ameritech IIUnoi. hal failed to justify the level of its power
consumption charges. W. note that wnen Mr. Palmer analyzed the power consumption
charges paid by Sprint and AT&T. he concluded thllt th••• companies paid a cost
equivalent to about 50.25 per line. (Tr. 504) Thus eel i. PIIying a price that is eight
times great.r than the price other competitive carriers ar. paying for poMIr. W. direct
Amerlted'1 Illinois to recalculat. the charges along the lines suggested by Staff.

On a separate matter, we note the testimony of Mr. Pence regarding charge.
assessed by Ameriteen illinois when loops are not availeble to meet competitors'
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requests. W. find the record on this maner to be inautrtcant to ,..".. I decision. We
suggest thlt eel file .....ate complaint for investiption of this i.lue.

N.. Common Transport

Position of Ameritach Illinois

In the course of this proceeding. Ameritec:h lIIinoil proposed to off.r ttv..
interoffice transport aptions: 1) dedicated interofftoa t..."sport; 2) Iha,. tl'llnlpot't; and
3) Shared Company Transport. ~ deacnbed by Mr. O'Brie", dedicat.a transpott
provides an interoffice transmission f8Citity that il dedi_eel to a sing'e provider.
Snared transport providel a dedicated tranllmi.lion fM:ifity which two at more carriers
agre. to shar., with the price paid by each C"Mrief' being a function of haw many
carrierl agree to share a given f8Cility. Under Shared Campany Transport, carriers
may obtain Iharect tranlport services main; u.. of dedicated faciUtieilhared with the
Company. Under this option, • cartier eM~ any number of trunks up to • total of
23 to be activated between any two Amerit.... afI'Icea. Those carr.. eM P'It for
the.. facilities based on either a ftat monthly charge tnet il 1124th of a OS1 rata for
each trunk or under a us.g.·..n.itive option.

Ameritec:h Ulinois contends that there il no ...., diapute concerning the
adequacy of the.e options. The re" dispute in thil proceeding dull with whether the
Company is obligated to offer a SO-allted -common transpotf option. The CommiAian
has also reviewed this aption in the Checklist procHding. Docket 95-0404.

Ameritech Illinois takes the position tnat common transport is not a network
element and is therefor. not required to be offered as part of itl unbundled local
SWitChing. It says that the common transport option sought by AT&T, Mel, and
WorldCom amounts to undifferentiated use of the public switch network wtMt,.. such
transport is not unbundled, is not dedicated to a carrier, and like other seNices, is
comprised of multiple functionalitie•.

It claims that the T.'.communications Act defines a network element as "fac:itity
or equipment used to proVIde telecommunications service. A network element afso
includes features, functions, and capabilities th.t are provided by such faciUtle. or
equipment. . .... (AI Ex. 2.1 at I). It further states that, in order to obtain a "f.ature,
function or capability" as a nerwork .'ement, the r~Utlsting carrier must daignate a
discrete facility or equipment in advance for a period of time. The Company claims that
this definition requires access to a particular facility or equipment Amenteen witness
O'Brien stated:

"It does not support an interpretation that a requesting carrier can purd'lase
undifferentiated access to netwof't( capabilities, Without purchasing access to a
particular facility or equipment used to provide telecommunications service." 19.
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AIMtiteCh I"tnoia~. that oDlIIinint on demMd undifferentiated usage of the
functions aNI ~11ti.. Of the pubfic switched network i. tM r:MIrch8se of a servic:a,
not access to •~ element. It further stat•• th. the FCC noted:

''When in'.......".. carri.. purchase unbundled elements tram incumbents,
they ar. not purcha"ng exchange access service. They •• purcNliMg a different
product, and tNt product is the right to exclusive access or use of the enti....Iement."
Al ex. 2.1 at 9. It cite••' C.F.R. ' 51.317 which define, unbundled loeal tranlJ)Ort a.
"transmission facilities declieated to a particular cultomer or ClllTier, or shared by more
than one customer or came'". Ameritec:h arguel that nothing in .thil d.tinitian
contempl.es the common transpart options sought by the axe•.

Amerttech nUnais funher contends that common tr8nlPort, _ described by the
lXCs and others in ttli. proceeding. il not consistent with Section 271 (c)(2)(Y). It claims
that, ..sed on this t'und8menta1 premise of the .ec:tJon. local transport mUlt b.
unbundled from switahing or other ..rvicel. (lei. at 11).

The C,,","ny ...... that common transport ."."..ments proposed ~ the
IXCs pose no rilk of underutilization of the network in c:onu--t with the FCC's view of
netWork elementl a. giving purcha.ers the right to actus'"e access or use of an entire
element. (FCC 0*, PH).

Montover, Ameritech Illinois ,tat.s the Commission should continue to"" this
issue to the FCC .,d. in the interim, appro"e its tariffs. When the FCC resalves this
issue, Ameritech will make modifications to it. tariff, If necea••ry.

Finally. Arneritech dispute. the concern of St'" Ind AT&T that IXCs may have to
construct .~ansive routing tlbl., to send aece.. tfafflC to new L!Cs using the
transport options. It takes the position th8t IXCs raut. trllffic today far popul. buliness
services such as MegaCom, whIch used dedicated connection. betwMn I cultomer
and an IXC. Since access trllffic can be scr.ened to utilize MegaCom-typ8 service.,
the same technology could obviously be used to rout. IcceSS trlffic to new LECs.

Position of Staff

Staff conten~ that common transport is a network element baaed on the FCC
Order and the Act's definition of a network .'ement. (S"ff Ex. 6.0 at 11). Stafr further
pointed out that th. FCC Order require. incumbent LECs to provide accesl to
interaffice traMmiSlion flcilitie., which includes common transport. <.!Sl.. at , 2).
Becauss common tr."spott is used in the transmission and provisioning of lWViceI

Staff contend. that common transport must be • network etement. Std further argues
that no technical constrlints exist which would prevent Ameritech from providing
access to cammon transport. On the other hand, it ....... thalt the,••re technical
concerns which may prectude an IXC from using the transport option, currently offered.
Staff cites to its cross-examination of AT&T witness Sherry, whe... he t.stified that
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wnere a ULS ptOYicW purc:haHI a tNnk port~ ...... trMlPO't. the tXC then
must m" routing ...ianl .1 to whether to route acrou Ameritech ac:ces. HlVic:as
or to the lXC'. dedicated trIlnaport and dedicated trunk port"I. on the dia' digit. Mr.
Sneny ctatmed that this kind of routing would be similar to that prncribed for'long-term
number paNbility, and could take .t·l.a.t twa years to implement

AT&T Inll Mel

AT&T and Mel s*- that AlMritech ha. fail.a to provide common transport al.
n.two", e'.ment. tn.eby giving carrier. the .bUlty to sencl traffic over trunks with it ar
i1ny atner carrier, lind to be cnarged on II per minute-of-u.. b8si. for that trllfric.

They not8d th8t durin; AT&T's arDitnMion proceeding with Ameritech. Company
witne.. MIIy.r specifically Itateel that "Arneritec:h'. common transport is, by d.rinition.
s"'red by aU users t:If the network, a. well as by AfMrlteen italf." (AT&T Ex. 1.0 at 3­
14). AT&T,· thermo,... did not list common tr~ • an unntIOIYed i..... in the
a\'t)itration proceeding. ~ at 16-20). In November 1118, as the wbitration proceeding
came to • clo.., Ameritech reneged on Its commitment. Qsl. at 15-20).

AT&T and MeI note that common transport i. an e,untia' ,.twork element
whicn il vital ta the viability of the Platform. They streu thet common tIW1Iport as
defined by Staff and allinterv.nors is technically fe••ibt•. (Tr. 1722-172.). __,tech
.. ordered to provide the Platform (con'isting of the ......,.. loop, the netWOrk
interface device. local switching, shared (i.••• cammon) tIWIapart and deGicatad
tranapott. signaling and catl-rel8ted datil b8..., and tana.m switching) by the FCC in
its Order lind by th;' CommiAion in our 'Nho1.,,'elPlatform Order in Dock". 95­
CM58195.053. AT&T and Mel stre.. the impof1ance of the Platform as a market entry
de"ice that is preferabl. to resale because it allows • ClEC to dlfferentiat. its offerings
from thase of Ameritech, and to charge rates that are competitive with the IlEe. (AT&T
Ex. 7.0 at 28).

AT&T and Mel contend that th. Com~.ny's tranlport proposal. "iolate the Ad
and the FCC Order. They comment that the FCC Order requir•• ILECs, including
Amerltecn, to "provide interoffice transmission facilities on an unbundled b.... to
requesting carriers." (FCC Order ~ 439). Further, the FCC stated that "section
25' (d)(2)(8) (of the Act) required incumbent LECs to provide access to shared
interoffice faciliti•• and d.dicated interoffice facilities." (FCC Order 11 ~7). The FCC
Order clearly exptained the differenea between "exclusi"e us." and ·'sh.red use" of
network elementa, thereby cllrifying that sh.red facilitie. would encamp.., common
transport and conclusively e.tabUshed common transport .s a network element FCC
Ord.r ~ 258. The FCC rules also establisned unbundled shared transport (27 C.F.R.
§51.319(d)(2)(i» and .et proxy riltes for snared transport on 8 minut.,-of..us. basis.
§51.513(4); FCC Order 11 822.
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ATaT.".,. th8t cammon transport il a Ml'NOrk ...ment and identifi.. the
FCC st.""" ,.rdtrlg transport tnat states:

"For some _menta, e.,.eially the loop, the raqueating C*ri.r will purchase
exclusive aeca•• to the~ fOf' a IP8Cific period, such a. a monthly basi.. Carriers
s..king other ..."..., eapeciatly ....ed facilities such as common transport, are
essentially purchasing acca.. to • functionality of the incumbent's facilities on a
minute.by-minute basis. II (FCC Order ~S8; AT&T Ex. 8.1 at 2).

AT.T reapondt to Ameritecf'I's eam.ntion that common tr.,sport is not a
network element beC&I•• it combines functionelitin, by rllferenQng other unbundled
local switching etement. that allO combine functlonaliti... AT&T gives uamples for
local switd'lin; which 8110 !nclude signaUng and databases. It further points out
signating which atso require, associated links and signal transfer points. Further,
AT&T cites Section 251(cX3) which""es explicit that

"An inc:umbent leaIl exchange C8fYier shall pravide such unbwndlea networK
.ements in a manner tNIt allows reqweattng carriers to combine such .Iement. in order
to provide such telecommunication.l8fVicall

• (Id. at "'5).

AT&T and Mel CMtend tNt Arnerited'l's unbunaled Ioc:al nnlport (·ULr) t.ntf
is inconsistent with the FCC Order and the common understanding of shared traNport.
They refer to Ameritec:h's shared transport prol'Qsats as nothing mare than an option to
purchase dedicated tnlnsport, First, Amentech's own tariff state. that itl "Shared
Carrier" option defin•• "shared transport" as "dedicated to • group of two or more
carriers," Moreover, its "Shared Company" option is nothing more than an option to
purchase dedicated transport down to • OSO levet. It will not make available tne full
functionality of its transport facilltle. with a CLEC and ClEC traffic will not be carried
over Its existing, switched network, but on dedicated facilities.

They point to the fact that the Indiana and Ohio Comm'.ions alreedy have
required Atneritech to provide shared/common transport on a per-minute of use balis .
as pan of the AT&T/Ameritech Interconnection Agreements. (AT&T Ex. 7.0 at 29).
Further, the Michigan Commission ordered Ameritech to prOVide common transport t"at
could be shared by both new entrants and Ameritech. (id.). The Wisconsin
Commission has also ruled that Ameritech provide common transport as a network
element. (~at .9).

AT&T and Mel atso listed numerous f18Ws and inefficiencies in Am.rit.ch's
shared transport proposal.. For example. its proposal. result in the unnecessarily
duplication of facilities. (Mel Ex. '.0 at , 8). Further, its transport proposals would
cause congestion and a single point of failure for CLEC calli at tne tandem switch.
(AT&T Ex. 8.0 It 22-23). Finally, they not. tn. Arneritech'. transport proposals are
prohibiti\lely expensive and make a CLEC's use of the platform economically
impossible. (Mel Ex. 1.0 at 18; Mel Ex. 2.2P at 49-50).
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For .. of theM ,...",., AT&T..a Mel ... tn.. Ameriteeh ......d be required
to undertake a cost study for true cammon transport. and tOpl"O¥_ cammon tranapott
• a network element on • minut-.of-use baail. Until the Commi.sion adoptl a
permanent rate for cammon trwIaport, they recommend thllt the Commission approve
AT&T witn... Wtlbber'1 prepoHcf interim of 10.0013-11 .. minute of use, bued upon
his an.lysis of Ameritech'. local transport Md termination TELAtC•.

Wol1dCam

WartdCom .tate. that the FCC 0,... UMS cammon transport and shared
t~i~y and reoognizea common tranaport _ • MNtork .lefNnl
Also, It points to the FCC Order lit 11251 ~ing common transport being a netwcn.
e'ement.

WortdCom further indiC8t_ tn. a number of FCC provisions provide for this
transport option. The C~y state. that th_ inctude the definition of the ULS to
include .11 fNtunt. ancs function. I indUding fwIctioN int.... to call routing.
WortdCom further contends thm, becau•• the ULS proviaes its purc:n...,s a right to
use the switche.' call routing instruction., it must tnck.Ide the right to u.. the
network to which they point. Also, WorfdCom that the FCC defined the ULS to
indUde trunk pattI ...~ t'MOUt'CI of the switch. no aHfenN1t th8n tn. lWitcning
matrix itHlf. (WorIdCom Ex. '.3.t '''''8). Its wttneu Gill., furth. pointed out that lit
I•••t five RIOCs ott.. • common transport option which include Pacific Bell,
Southwestern 8ell, 8e" Atlenti~ 8.U South. and NVNEX. (~. at 1&).

Comml••ion Analysis and Conclusion

We conc:Jude that Amerit-=n lllinoia i. rtlqUired by the Act and the FCC
regulations to provide unbundled tac81 transport to requesting~. Unbundling of
local transport/interoffice tran.mission facilities is required under Section 251 (c)(3),
and it is a separate "competitive chedcJilr' it." under section 27'. (47 U.S.C.
§27'(c)(2)(B)(Y». The FCC concluded that -incumbwn LECs mult provide interoffice
transmission facilities on lin unbundled ba.is to requesting carriers." (FCC Order ,
439).

The FCC in itl re;ulations hal defined interoffice transmission facilities as
follows:

(1)nQJmbent LEe transmis.ion f.c:itiliel iIIIIiI1I:i to •
paniculat customer or carrier, 8[ .... by more than one
customer or C*Tier, that provide telecommunications service
between wi,.. cent.... owned by incumbent LEes or
requesting telecommunications carriers. or between
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switches owned by incumt:»ent LECs or requesting
telecommunications carriers.
(47 C.F.R. t 51.319(d».

AmeritRh Illinois is furtner required to provide, in 8dCfition to exclusive Ule of
dedicated interaffice transmission facilities, "UN of the f.lures, functions and
capabilities of interoffice transmission facilities sh..d by mora then one customer or
carrie'" .nd to provide "." technically fea.ibl. trenamiuion facilities. featUres,
functions and capeUities that tn. requestinG teJecommunications carri. could use to
provide telecammunicati~sservices." ( 47 C.F.R. 15' .319Cd)(2».

As is the caM with aU network elements, the FCC's regulations provide that an
incumbent LEe -shall not impo.. limitations. restrictions, « requirements on requests
far, or the UH of, unbundled network elements that would impair the ability of a
requesting ,telecommuniCitions camer to offer a telecommunications service in the
manner the reque.tlng telecommunications carri.r int.nds,- (47 C.F.R. S51.3OI{a».

This Commission ...... with WortGCom, AT&T, Mel MCt Staff and finds that
Am.ritech Illinois' position on snared transport is inconsistent with the FCC's Order and
with the common understanding of shared nMport. end would raiH yet anaIW
barrier to entry by new competitors. The FCC, first of all, plainly contempl... the
provision of common transport by the incumbent local excMngtl C8f'tiers. Dlaculsing
its concept of unbundled .Iements as pnysical facilities of the network together with tne
features, functions, and capabilities associated with tnose fEilities, the FCC abMrveet

For some .'ements, especialty the loop, the requesting carrier will purchase
exclusive access to the .Iement for a specific period, such .s on a monthty b.sis.
Caniers seeking other elements, especially Inlnti _jUtii. such as comman traDErt,
are essentially purct\..lnQ Iccess to a functionality of the incumbent's facilities on a
minut.by-minute basis. (FCC Order 11251).

Morecver, in its most recent Order and Rules on the implementation of the local
competition provisions of the Federal Act of 1996, the FCC clearly identified shared
transport as transmission facilities shared by more than one carrier, including the
incumbent LEe. (S.., FCC Third Order on Reconsideration at Appendix A. Section
51 .319(d)(1 )(ii»).

The FCC's rwnark. correspond to the common understanding of the term. and
confirm that sharedlcornmon transpen is a network element required to be unbundled
to satisfy the requirements of Section 251 (c)(3).

Amarit.ch does offer an alternative, but it too is inconsistent with the Act.
Ameriteeh Illinois has stated two altematiY.s: its "Shared Company' option and its
"Shared Carrier" option. Both of tnese options amount to nothing more than variations
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ofdedieated tr8NIpOI't. First. a. definecs in Ameriteen" Id, Ameritech's Sh8red
Carri.,. option deft,.s shared transport .. "dedCat. to a group at two or more
cam...... who, •• group, mult order an entire f8CiUty. Under AftWitech's new "Shared
Company rrll"aporr' offering, a· requ.sting CLEC can purcn... I D8·1 or 18tgef' trunk
under the Ame tetIM as Nt forth in Ameriteen'. original She,.., Camer Transport
proposal. In other wards, the CLEC~ purchase dedicated transpot1 facilities and, if it
cnOOMs, sh... thOs. facilities with other CLECs. ArNritech would .Iso allow. CLEC
to order up to 23 OS-C levet trunkl on a DI-1 trunk betMen two Ameritech end office•.
The DS-o tranlpof't facilities would b. dedicated to the CLEC Ind would have to
terminate at Doth ... on dedicMad trunk ports MP8~t..y purcMHd by the ClEC. If
the CLEC duire. more th8n 23 such trunks, it wowld be reqUired to order • dedicated
OS.1 facility. Th. CLEC would pay for the trunk parts at a flxed monthly race of 112.­
of the OS·1 trunk pan charge for ud'\ activated trunk. The ClEC would also pay for
the transport at either Ca) a flat ,..e per activated trunk equal to 1124- of the 05-1
rnontttly rlt. or (b) • u_ .ensitiv. rate DaMd on minut.s of UN.

The Commiaion finds tNt Ameritaeh's ULT proposa' i. inconsistent with the
FCC Order and wi~ the common understanding of shared tranlpOtl The Commission
views AmertteeWa new praposal as simply In option to purcNI. dedicated transport
down to a circuit-by-eircuit, or D5-0, 1..,.1, and not an option to purcna•• true ....
transport. Th. Commiuion notes that Atneriteen 'Milne.. Getlharctt. hal delCribed itI
modified pro~ as ,....... transport ~icel It I... than 1he a&-1 ......
Arneriteen Ex. 1.•, p.• (emphalt. addecl). AI with its original ULT proposal, Ameriteen
will not make aVlit_l. the futl functiONlffty 01 itl transport facilit_ with a CLEC and
ClEC traffic wUl not be c.rried CMtr Ameritech's aisting, switched network, but only by
discrete, dedicated facilitie•.

Moreover, the ConwniMion finds that both of AmtIritec:h's ULT offerings suffer
from several engineering and administration dttficianci.s. ~r than allowing for the
sr,.red use of exitting CoIP8city on in-place facilities, Ametited't is recommending that
CLECs design, engine.r and build wNt amount to pa,..18. interoffice netwotks just to
acr,ieve interoffice connedlan needed to allow for Ubiquitous organization and
termination of thair customer.' traffic. The eLEe wou.d also have to en;in..r its
network without the benefit of any historrcal tr.tree data. The Commission is alia
troubled by the fad that Al'neritech's transport propoNls would cause congestion and a
Single point of failure for CLEC calls 8t the tandem switcn. Tandem switches wera not
deSIgned to handte this traffic congestion. (AT&T Ex. 8.0, pp. 22-23). The Commission
further notes that Am.rit.ch's transpor1 proposals would amount to prohibitively
expensive transport milking UNEs an und.sirebl. encr."t plan. A CLEC using
Ameritech's version of shwed transport to provision the platform would effectively have
to pay for dedicated transport from eaen Ameritech end offICII - 255 in Illinois - to
provision Its pa...llel network. (AT&T Ex. 7.0, p. 23).

we aflo conclude that Amelitach Illinois' pOsitions, particularty al expr8lsed in
its Brief on Exceptions, are inconsistent with prior Commission Ord8fl, including oyr
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discus.., ~ the tNNltirtl iSlUe in Deeket • AI-4DI (MIMtration Decision in Docket
II AII-OOI at 1'). we note tNt In this proceeding Ameritech INinoil witneu O'Brien
........- AmeI It.... Itlinoi.' commitment to incJude a nnliting feature in its end
Office Int'-ion Td, which would describe !he futures. tetml Md conditions as
well. pricea for the .-vice. (AI Ea. 2.1 It 21). W. direct Ameritech Illinois to incl",de
tr.,.itingI~ in its COf'fttIIIianca _iff Md provide lyPpOf'ting cost ltudies.

we conclude that -common tr."sporta .1 u... in this proceeding is synonymous
with what the FCC ItIO ,.,.. to .. -shared transport." meening the shared use of the
incumbent LEC·. inl8rOfftce network including the Itwed u.. of the I.isting routing
instructions in the 1Witch. Accordingly, we direct Amertt.... lIIinoi. to file • tariff and
SUfi)pCt't'''9 cost study for common or -shllr8d· transport in accardanee with our findings
herein, within .. days of entry Of this order.

We "'all eshlbllih In interim rata for shared or common transpor1 equivalent to
SO.O,~ per minute of u.. as suggntad by AT&T witneu W.... Although we
recognize that hil ca'QJlation was based on certain common and shared calt allocation
adjustments which we naye net adopted, we .... With WortdCom tNt it ia ....mial
that Amerited'1 lllinoi. make the shared transport offering available immediatety. We
nate that a u.age senaitive ....., .s WIll propoeed by Mr. Webber, hal taMn speeificafly
endorsea by the FCC over the 181M oDjeetionI Amerttech lllinais has r..... ".,..
Fin.lty, since Anwitech Illinois h.s been quite z_tous in relilting the notion of
providing comman t,..,sport, Mr. Webber's proposed interim r.te is the only rate
presented in this record.

a . OSIDA Cu.""'izefl "ou'III,
AT&T/Mel

On an issue diredly linked to the provision of stwed transport, AT&T and Mel
further observe that Arneritech should be required to provide customized routing by
elass of call. including customized routing of OS and OA, as a standard offering, since
tne two offerings (shared transport and customized routing) utilize the identical
technology. They referenced Mr. O'Brien's testimony, who indicated tha' Amerited'l
intends to require elECa to resort to a time consuming, burdensome and costly BFR
process to obtain cultomized routing by etals of call whert • C.lEe orders more than
25 line class codes in a switch. (Tr. 1441..-12).

They Iabet this qualification as unr••sonlbte, given the fad thM Anwitech
concedes that technology rec:.,uired for customized routing of OSIOA is ttle same
technology used when a CLEC subscribes to AmeritllCh'. version at "lhared"/dedicated
transport - the use of line cl.s. codes. (Tr. 1~1, , 730-31). They contend that 25 line
class codes rarely, if ever, will be sufficient to accompUsh sal.dive routing of can. to
AT&T's OS/OA platform - one of the primary uses to which AT&T would put custom
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routing. AT."a.....,.. ... deWminea customized routing of OSIDA will require
approatmatetylO n". .... code. per switch. (AT&T!lE. 8.1 at~2).

PoaiUo" of AlMf'lt8Ch IIUnoia

Ament" Illinois .... that it a«ers CUltomiled routing of OS/DA traffic without
requiring a BFR proceSI where the number of line cla.s cades to be utiliz.d by the
purcha..,. of ULS doN not uceed 25. It further contenda that, white ATITIMeI argue
tnat 25 line cla.s cod.. i. not an ...... numiMlr, they appe. to be confuaint the
number of line cl•• codWs l"tMded In tne context of ULS for the number needed in the
context of r....., wheN additional line el... c:ocIel .. necellary if • c.arn. i. to
custom route OSIOA trafftc with • full menu of resold services. In its Reply Brief. tM
Company further state. that if their position should proYe to be correct in the future that
additional lin. class codes .. needed in the context of ULS, then it witt revise upward
the number of nne d_ codes Which will be considered pert of ••w.dard order where
a pun:ha••r witt not have to u.. the IFR proce••.

Commission Analysis and Conclusion

The Commis.ion rejeCts Ameriteen's pro,o'" to requn eLECs to reRrt to a
Bona Fide Request ("8FR") procen to obtain cuatomiZed rauting by ct... of call wIWI
a CLEC order. more tnan 25 line class cod.s in a switen, 'This would most likely ..,ty
if a carrier wished to have the as and DA calls of its customers routed to its own
OS/OA platform.

The FCC's regulations provide that Ameritech is required to provide requestin;
carriers with "nondiscriminatory access· to "local switching 'capability: wnich includes
"any technically f••sible customized routing fundio"s provided by the switch,- (47
C.F.R. § 51,3'9). The FCC stat.d (at t 536) that incumbent LEes are required -to tn.
eant technically f...ibl., to provide customized routing. which would include such
routing to a eomptltitct"s optlf'lltar services or dir.dory .....tence platform.-

Ameriteeh haa m8de no effort to demonstrate that it nas provided custorniDd
routing of operator services/directory a.sistance traffic to the .~."t such routing is
t.chnically fe..ible. AI noted above, the only limitation on Amerit_ch's obligation to
provide customized routing i. technical f.asibility. The FCC hal required RIOCs to
prove technical infe••ibitity of customized routing "in a p."icular switch" and by "d.r
and convincing .vidence," (FCC Order 11 18; 47 C.F.R. § 51.315(e». 1M CammiI.ion
recognizes t~et an IlEe is r~uired to make modtfk:atlonl to it. network to
accommodate new entrants Ind the requirements of competition. (FCC Order ~ 202).

For UlS, Ameritech clarified tnat its offer to provida customized routing on a
standard basis appli•• to aU purenasers of ULS making normal requests for customized
routing involving 25 or fewer line class codes. In instances where the use of more than
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25/ine da.. codeIl.~, ac:cardinI to AIneI'ttach'. propel"', Iuch requeatl wm
continue to be ,,_Ied through the IFR ~SS.

The Commi.slon finds Ameritee:;,'s contention of techni.' inf••ibility highly
Cluestionab'e in light of the fact tn.t customized routing of OSIDA trlffic is tec:hnk:ally
identical to tn. cultomized routin; inherent in its Shared Carrier Transport and Shared
Company Transport propolals.

Moreo".r, Ameritech NlS also offeNd no support for its pfanning assumption
that Ie.. than 25 line ct•• COdes ar. required per ULS customer. In '.ct, the evidence
presented at hearing indicated that this uaumption i. f.... and carriers like AT&T will
require mo,. than 25 line class codes for robust service offwingl .uch as OSIDA.
(AT&T Ex. '.', p. 42). As. result, Ameritech's custom routing offer that illimitecl to 25
line clall cocIe. i.e.sentially equivalent to no standara offer custom routing at aU. The
Commission rejects this limitation.

In itS Brief on Exceptions AftWiteeh Illinois inckaled its intMtion to provide
customized routing of OSIDA trIlfftc on a standardized basil to purchasers of ULS
without a 25 line cta.s code restriction.

III. UNBUNDLED LOCAL SWITCHING

This prOCHding involves consideration of Amerttech Illinois' tariff, filed witt'I the
Commission on September 23, '997. While that twttr hal been dilmiued by
agreement of the partiel, an updeted version is attached to Mr. O'Brien's testimony
and. together with that testimony. forms the bais for the Commission's conllderation of
the Companys offenng of UNEs; ULS; end o1fice integration; access to potes, conduits,
and rights-of-way; collccation services; unbundled tandem switc:ning; unbundled
directory assistance; unbundled operator services; acc:eIS to unbundled Signaling
System 7; accesl to unbundled 800 database; accels to LIDB databa.e; and
unbundled interoffICe transport.

Amenteeh Illinois' Position

Ameritech Illinois points out that the Access Charge Reform Order resolve. aU
interstate issues with rasped to whether incumbent LEe. can accas eCl and RIC
charges in connedion with ULS. Since the FCC's order became affective on June 17.
'997 the transition period permittin; .uch charge, now il ended and Amaritach will
comply and will not impale a eCl or RIC cherg•.

With resped to which carrier bills and colleds access charges under itl
proposals. Amerit.en disC\Js~es two different configurations. Under the first, a

109

02/1S/91 WED 17:31 [TI/Rl NO 5113]



~S69

Consol.

purd'!...,. suttlCri- to ULS and ~.. OM of its .",.. dedlCllted tnInSpOrl options.
Under this sC8Mrio. the UI.S purctMtHr bills all local switchi,. end "nlPO"t nita
elements to the IXC Ind ,...n. the revenue.. Conai.tent with tne FCC's Access
Charge Reform Order, Atneritech will not biU interstate eCl and RIC charge. and wHl
not bill such charges on a intrasta_ ba.is atther.

Ameritech Illinois contendl that diff....nt rate treatment should apply if IXCs use
its public switch network (what tha IXC's rtlter to a. the 'common transport- option) to
origin.. or terminate the eatt. tow uMrI .erved·by • Gamer which subacribes to
ULS. Under this MCOnd configuration, the Company cantends thM tn. tXC is
subscribed to its swtte:hec:t IICCMI ..-vice. Therefare, it contends it should bill the IXC
for Itanetard. Feature Group 0 access charla for both orlginatin; and terminating
traffic and will not alii the C*rier purchuing UL.S any ULS c:Mrges In connection with
that traffic. Ful"tt1er, the cwrier wilt not bill the LXC at aU. since it is not Involved in the
transport or t.rmination of the calt.

Amertteen Illinois ..... that it. poeition on cam. accMI charge. under the
MCOnd configuration is contilt.nt with the letter and the intent of the Ad. ULS
purchasers should not be entitled to a..... acca. charges where Ameritec:h Illinoia.
and not the UlS purcha..r, in fad provides the acce•• service over Its facillt....
Amerit.en argu•• that it was clearly not tM intent of the AI;t or the &C Orc!!r to re­
define existing servic... Ameritec:h fur1her cant_, tNIt .... FCC does nGt ..... the
issue of mixing UNEs and services, sud't as switched Keel' "Mea. Further, it
argue. that WortdCom', position with rHpec:t to ·sh.,.,. trunk ports does not mandate
a djff.'rent approach. Ameritech points out that in the Acc:as' Charge Reform Order,
the FCC ordered thalt ai, trunk port costs be removed from th8 1000t switching element
and become either dedicated or per-minute of-u.. rate element. associated with the
access trunk. Accordingly. Worldecm's position thaIt the ULS ra. etement includes a
share of trunk. port costs cannot be correct on a going-forward basil.

Finally, Amerit.en lIIinoi. argues that the Commission's Whot..... Order did not
decide the specific access charges issues that are being addressed In this proceeding.
The Company contends that no party had deyeloped a position on wnat forms of
transport could be associated wittl tne UL.S platform in that proc:Hding, or what the
aecess cnarge implications would be. Accordingly. it is simply wrong to argue tnat the
Commission already hal resolved this issue.

AT&T and Mel

AT&T and MCI opi". that Amerrted'l's UlS offering violates the Act and the FCC
Order because it deprive. CLECs of the use of an f.atures, function. Md ~Uiti.1

of the switcn, inclUding the rignt to provide criginatinO and terminatinG access services
for interstate, intrastate and 800 calls, and the rilht to use all function.Uti. of the
switcn without engaging in a I.borious Switch Feature Request prOceSl, and impose.
excessIve charges for us. of the ULS element.
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They quote from the FCC Order, which stat.. tNtI a CLEC purcttHinQ the
unbundled IOC8I SWitd'ting element ,.,•• t". right to m.. UN of that .'ement to tne
maximum~ poalit*, The FCC Order defin.. UlS to inctude ,w.-stde .. trunk­
lide facilities plus an '..urea, fundion', anet capebilitin of the switch", (FCC Order ,
412). Tn. FCC c1riiecl that when a CLEC purch••s the ULS etement, it obtains
acceu to an of the above taaturas, functions and cap8bilitie. on a per line basia.
(0* on BlC9Osidenlt;saa, 11 11).

AT&T and Mel further note that this Commi••ion (in itl Order in Decket 95­
045110531 at 65) .Ireedy nas also determined that the ULS ~rd'\•••f - and not
Ameritech - wilt provide exe:n.nge access when it .."'el end users.

Contrary to t...... clear FCC and ICC mandates, AT&T and Mel not. that
Ameritech nevertheless has candttioned the right of a ULS lubscritHtr to provide
exch.nge access services - unquestionably 8 'emura, function or capllbitity of the
switch - and recei"e revenues therefrom upon the Ameritach-impoHd requiremltftt that
tl'1e ClEC rout•• the traffic that would UI. uchange accelS over a dedicated trunk port
facility within the tocal switch. (AT&T Ex. 1.1 at 27). Purch_ of this additional
deCliaited trunk port (or portion ttweof') facility II, of course, conveniently part and
parcel of Ameritech'l version of "st1ared" tran.port.

They summarize that Ameritec:h's position erroneously pre.umes, howwer, tNt
!! is the one authorized to determine whether or not the ClEC can provide originating
and terminating acces••ervice and receive the associ.ad acceas cherges. Arnentec:h
has itself determined that if the CLEC p.....ch.... the ULS element and a dedicated
trunk port, the ClEC provides the ac:hange IICCeII service and collects the revenues
frem the IXC. If, however, the ClSC purchase. the UlS element, inclUding a line-side
pert, a trunk-Side port and usage, but does not also purch.se a dedicated trunk-side
port and trunk, then Amentect. cJ.iml that the switc:tling function must be considered
part of its switched access ..rvice, for which Amerit.en is entitled to charge the IXC,
regardless of tne fact thllt the can is originated by Of termin.ted to an end us.
customer of the CLEC. (Mel Ex. 1.0 at 16-'7).

Amerit.en theoriz.1 that since the ULS purchas.r is not allesled a usage
charge under this scenario, it has no balil for c:taiming it can provide originating or
terminating access service. (AI Ex. 2.0 at 27-28; AT&T Ex. 8.0 at 8'. AT&T and Mel
contend tnat Ameritech 11 simply wrong. Ameriteeh is not entitled to charge access
charges to IXC. when IXC traffic is originated on or terminated to the CLEC's ULS
element. Indeed, suct't a compen.ation scheme would Yiolate the colt-ba.ed pricing
mandates of Section 252(d). (Mel Ex. 1.0 at 15-17: Mel Ex. 2.2P at .3-44).

In fact, Mel and AT&T contend that tne FCC foreclosed precisely what
Ameritecn is trying to do by defining the ULS .lement to include the "line-side and
trunk-side facilities plus the features, functions and capabilities of the switch." FCC
Order 114'2 (empna.is added). While both line-side and trunk-side functionalily must
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be availtlbte in order to -=mpfish the switching function, b FCC nowhere limited the
trunk-liGe ft.n:tionality u.t fLEC. must provide .. part of the UlS neIWark element
only to dedi-- tN'\k port fMiliti.. To the contrwy, in di......ing ,... far ULS in its
FCC 0..,., the FCC.~ ...... agatinat limiting the ULS Mtwotk element to •
dedicated trunk port. (FCC 0".. , 110; AT&T Ex.•.1 at 21). Moreover. in itl First
Order on Reconsideration, the FCC included trunk ports in itl Itlt of "affic sensitive
components of the lee-I switching element:' (First QnIIr on flllspn'idlrtSfon. 11 8).

AT.T and MCI oDMI've that Amerit~ witn..s O'lrien wei forced to conc:ede
the absurdity of Amerited'\'s position on cros. exarftiNltlon. He admitted that
regard'.11 of the fact th8t the ULS purch_r aJl1NIdy h•• purchaMd • trunk-side pon
and is providing the switching fundion for III caUl to Met from its and users. Ameritech
still contend. it somehow nal the rignt to perform the switching function for and retain
revenu.. from locat exchange aCCM. Mf'Vica provided for calli originated by ana
terminetlld to end UHrI of the CLEC unless that CLEC a'lO purchase. a dedicated
trunk port and custom routing. (Tr. 1373-13).

They claim that Mr. o'anen also co~ that under its ULS P"OOOM',
Ameritech would aOloAale-ntClOver the co.t of the line port on inters.e caUl - once tram
the 'XC through switched accell c:h8rges and again from the CLEC through the ULS
charge. (Tr. 1318-81). He was forced to admit that Atlwitec:h' would al.o double­
recover the full COlt of the 1runk port - oneil fram the Cl!C. and again through
switcned access charge. from IXC. for tne origination and terml",atlon of both interstate
and intra.tate caUl. (1r. 1387..&1, 137~-7S; MCI Ex. 2.2P. 52-53).

In sum, AT&T and Mel conclude that Ameritech may nat restrict the services it
offers to UNf purchasers, indudfng ULS and/or platform purchasers. (FCC Ora. ,
292). A ULS purchaser il entitled to provi. the switChing function and be
compensated for it. iO..JJlJiII!!. Th. ClEC, not Arneritech, provide. the local switching
for exchange access traffic to originate or terminate calls to or from itl customers, ana
beth tne FCC and this Commission explicitly nave granted the ULS purchaser the right
to provide those services and collect tho.e access enarge•.

ATIT and MCI rebut Ameritec:h Illinois' concems .s to the technical f.asibility of
prO\liding billing information to ClECs in order for them to bill IXCs for terminating
access under Stll1fs and intervenors' definition of common/shared transpon. As AT&T
witness Sherry t.stified on crOll examination. it ind..d is tect\nically fe.llble for
Ameriteen to provide information to CLECs on II daily and monthly basis sutrlClent to
allow ULS .ubscribet. to billlXCs terminating carrier accesl charge•. In fact. several
RBCCs either h8Ve agreed voluntarily to or have be.n ordered by .t.e commissions to
provide such information.
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WortdCom witneA Gil'an identif... three compo".. of swi~ access
service: the loop, the local switen, and the transport to and from the IOCII switch. For
several yaars, the FCC ha. rapr.d tna loop/local switching and tne tranaport as
sep.rate access comt:IOnents. The v••t majority of accel. crt...... relate t~ the ~~ of
the first group, the loopI1ocal switcn tNt .e"'e tne end-user. Thua facdlties JO,ntly
provide local service .net access service. Therefore, the sole source of switching
acc811 service is the local provider. The swttc:hing charta that typically apply are the
loca' swit~inQ, the c:arrier common line charge and the relidUilI interconnedion
charge.

WorldCom objects to Ameritect'l's asurtion that the trunk ports on the local
switch which connect to the interexchat1ga carriers' transport circuits .... a feature of
the switch tNlt can be UMd only by Ameritec:h. HtaDtishfng AmeritllCh as tne provider
of all SWitched acce•• saNtee. WortdCom argu.. tNt this is contrwy to the decisions
of the FCC and the Commislion that tNt purchaser 01 the local switch obtains every
feature, function and C8J)abUtty of the IOCIII switch without ..atption. WortdCom
submits that the FCC m8de clear that the rote of KCeISprOYider w.s inextric.bly
linked to the purcha.. of the local switching mItwork "ement, through which the
purcnasing carrier obtains exclusive right to provide aU f_urea, functions n
capabilities of the switching, including switchin; for _change access and local
exct'1ange service for that end us....

Mr. Gillan testified that Ameritech's propoaal WDUtd result in Ameritectl retaining
an access monopoly because interexchange carriers are not likely to establish
separate access transport networks simplv to access the customer base of new
entrants who would enter tne market without a single customer.

Commission Analysis and Conclusion

As an RBOe Ameritec:h is required to provide local switching unbundfec:t from
local loop facilities and local transport. {.7 U.S.C. § 27' (c)(2}(B)(vi». Aa an incumbent
LEe, Ameritech is required to provide nondiscriminatory access to local switching as In
unbundled network element. (.7 C.F.R. § S1.319(c». The FCC has stated that ...
carrier that purchases the unbundled local switc:h'''9 e'ement to serve an end user
effectiYely obtains the exclusive right to provide 811 feature., functions, and C8JNIbilities
of the switch, including switching for exchange access and local exchange service."
(Order On RlCOnsidlrltlQD. ~ 11).

Ameritecn's propos.' for th. unbundling of local switching is contained in its
·ULS· offering. This Commission finds that Am.ritech's UlS proposal conftlcts with the
FCC's Order, and with this Commission's Order in the Wholesale/Platform Ca.., in at
'east three fundamental respects. First, it impermissibly re.tricts the carrier purchasing
ULS from providing service (originating and terminating access) which a purchasing
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CM'i. may pravide usl,. tna switch. Second, as alFlllldy noted -.ewe, it fllils to
include the customiZed routing which is 8 part (8 "feature" or "function") of the switch
and to wttictt • ~"' carrier is entiUed. r"ird, it imposes improper c:n.;. on a
purchasing C*'rier.

As Indicated above. tne FCC ha. made it eaplidt that the incumbent LEe may
not restrict the setYtceI tNt may be offered by a purch..... of unbundt.a~
element., including the unbundled locaj switch and the platform. (FCC Order' 292).
Thus, consiltent with the Act, a purcha... of the unbundled local swttCh must be
permitted to crffer origtnating and terminating access for calli made anet recei"ed by its
cu.tomers. Consequently, the competing CLEC which purchaHs ULS il entitled to
rllCOYer originating and terminating access charge. from the int.exchange camer in
the.e circumstance.. The FCC stated:

we allO note tNt where new entrantl purchaM acce.. to
.urlbundlttd network elements to provide _en... -=cess
..-vi••, whettw' or not they are • ., offering toll MtVicel
ttnugh such etec'nent8, the new entrants may .....a
uc:hat'tge accaal cfWIes to (in&eruc:hange carriers]
orili,.ino or termiNting toU calli on tho.. elements. In
theM circuma"'s, incumbent LEes may nol ....
exchange accna chargn to SYC:h (carri....) because the
new entrants, rather than the incumbents, will be providing
exchange access services, and to anow otherwise would
permit incumMnl LEC. to recai"e compensation in .cess
of network COlts in violation of the pricing s~ in
section 252(d). (FCC Ord...., , 353, n. 772).

This Commission similarly ruled in the Wholesale Case that earners purchllsing
the switch platform are entitlad to provide access and receive the associated revenue•.
(Wholesale Order (June 26, 1986), p. 65).

Ameritech's plan to retain origin.tin; and terminating acees. is in contravention
of the Act and the FCC'. and this Commission's orders. ~d't has decided not to
char;e the UlS switch purchaser the appropriate usage charge for originating and
terminating IICCUI traffic, and on that basis it contend. it is entitl.d to reta.n the access
revenue•. Ameritee:h'. position is impermissible. Ameritech cannot, consiltent with the
FCC and ICC on::ter citedabo"e, be permitted limply to forego collection of ctwgel for
originating and terminating usage under ULS and use th8l as an excuse to retain the
access re"enuel. Rather, use 01 the switch by the purct'lllsing carrier mull be
unrestricted and, if that cam., choose. to provide access, it mUlt receive the
corresponding revenues. The choice ia that of the purcha.ing carrier, not of Arneriteeh.

Moreo"er, Ameritech witness Mr. O'Srien conceded that under it. ULS proposal.
Ameritech would doubl. recover the cost of the line port on interstate call. - once from
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t""XC through lWitchea "'1 charlal.,a apin from the ClfC through the UlS
ch.... (Tr. 13....). Mr. o'anen wu .tlO forced to admit thet Amerited'J would .Jso
doubte recover the full cost of the tnJnk port - once from the elEC, and .in throu;r'\
swUched accelS charges from IXCs for the origination and termination of both int....tat.
and intra.tate calli. (Tr. 1317~I, '374-75; Mel Ex. 2.2P, pp. 52-53). The
Commission finds the.. form. of daub'e recovery unacceptabte.

The Commiuion .so r~1Ameritech'l concems al to tne technical feasibility
of providing billing information to ClECs in order far them to bill IXCs far terminati,.
aCCMI under SIIIff and interv.nors' definition of common t,.,.port. The Commission
agr..with AT&T..Mel that it is in'" technic:aity f.a.ible for Am.ritech to provide
information to ClEC. on a daily and monthty balis sutrte*1t to allow UNE subscrib.rs
to bUl IXC. terminating carrier access charges. Th. Commission finds it quit.
instructive that many ot'" f1tIOC. have voluntarily agreed to or have been ordered by
state commissions to provide such infatmation.

In its an., on IEzQltltions Ameritech Illinois indicated its intention to abide by the
FCC's Third Ord.r an ReconaiG..ion's findln; on access charg••, althOUgh it intends
to enallenge tne tegality of that Order.

8. Us... Developmenf antllmplemen.t/on

AT&T/Mel

AT&T ana Mel t.e issue with Amerilech's ULS tariff that proposes an uorbitant
Usage Development and Implementation Charge of 133,11I.81 to be imposed on a
per·switch per-carrier ~.,. to each ULS subleriDer. (AT&T Ex. 8.0 at '1-'9). As
AT&T wItness Henson te.tifted, it is highly questionable whether such sunk COlts ha"e
any relevance to a forward-looking cost Inalysis. (AT&T Ex. 1.0 at 66, fn. 72; AT&T
Ex. 8.0 at '9). Moreover, as Mr. Sherry and WortdCom witness Gill., point out, 73% of.
the costs Ameritech proposes to recover with the Usage Development and
Im~lementationCharge are cests associated with trunk biUing capability. (AT&T~.

B.1 at 25; WortdCom Ex. 1.2 at , 9). The.e trunk biiling capability costs are costs
connected with the deplovrnent of dedicated trunk port., which is nece••ary only under
Ameritech's improper int.rpretation of unbundled sharedldedicated transport, an
interpretation which violates the very '.tter of the FCC Order. As such, th... costs .r.
improper. and should be .xcluded. (AT&T Ex. 8.1 at 25; AT&T Ex. '.2P at ":
WorldCom Ex. 1.2P at , 9).

To the extent the Commission nevertheless deems the recovery of any of the••
costs appropriate, AT&T ana MCI contend that they should be recovered in •
competitively neutral manner from all network users - including Amentech, who also
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win benefit from the biUing" trunk ora.1"1~ activities. (Wort.Com Ex.
1.2 at 11; AT&T Ex. '.2P lit 11; AT&T Ex. a.o at 19: AT&T Ex. 8.1 at 24: Mel Ex. 2.2P
at 27).

Additionally, even If competitively neutral recovery is pnwiGed for, the
Commission should review Arneritech's prcposa' for .....in; or calculating this
charge on • per-switch per-earrier b.sis to ensure that there is no over-recovery by
Amerltach of these "one time" costs, a cancem Amerttech'. current proposal doel not
allay, but exacerbate.. (AT&T Ex. a.o at 20). Mr. O'Brien', exptanation of Ameritltc:h's
demand estimate procell gives no indicatiOn that the Company cansi.fllCS the
demand associatad with AT&T's rectUeIt for a pl8tform trial, ..:t limil. r~ue_ to be
anticir:-ted from other elECs, in setting the level for its proposed Usage Development
and Implementation Charge. (AT&T Ea. 8.1 at 28). Mr. o'an." tM witness
sponsoring Ament.en UlS offering, teltift.. on cr_•••mination that he wa. unaware
that AT&T had ordered the platform in Illinois. (Tr. 1<W1-48).

AT&T and Mel observe that Ametiteen'. a.mend ..m.... al.o negtect to
include aU switches in ita region deapite the f8d that It ia required by law to f"'Ovide
ULS in .ach and every one of them, and nettKt to include it •• carrier that wilt use
and benefit from its activities. (WorldCom Ex.1.1 at 10-'1; Staff Ex. , .02P at , 3).

They propose that Ameritech be required to support this c:h_ge with well­
documented cost studi.s, removing the obvious errors noted abOve. Competitively
neut,.., COlt recovery is recommended. To the extent the Commi.sion ._ that· this
charge is appropriate at all. they propos. that it should establish • per-c:.rier per­
swttch charge somewt"tere in the range of the Mr. Gill.,,', cotrIICted ca'culation of
$33.34 per-earrier per-switch, ana Mr. Price's calculation of 11•.204 per-cerrier per­
switch. (Std Ex. 1.02P at 12-14). To ensure that the charge il terminated after the
dem.nd estimates have been reached, a tracking, true-up .,d refund procedure should
be established so that Amerltech doe, not overrecover any costs ultim.tely approved
by tne Commission.

WorldCom

Mr. Gillan t.stifted that the proposed Billing Establishment C"'.ge of more that
533,000 per UlS switch is dramatically overstated. By using more ....lOn.ol. demand
projections and removing a category of costs that are of Amerltec:t'l's own creation, this
charge (if it is retained at all) falls to lesl than 530 pet SWitch. If conaoned in its
present inflated and unjustified form, Ameritec:h'1 proposed Billing Estabtishment
Charge would create an artificial, vet highly effective, barrier to entry. (WoridCom
EJlhibit 1.2 at 2).

Mr. Gillan state. funher that the d'targe "is. proposal by Arneritech to impose on
ULS purchasers a one-time charge of S33,SSa.81 per switch "to !'KOver (1) costl to
Identify different types of calls (interswitcn and intraswitch, for instance), and (2) costs
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